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Chapter 3: A Comparison
of High and Low Performing
Secondary Physical Education Programs
Darla Castelli Judith Rink
University of Illinois University of South Carolina
The development of national academic standards, assessment programs for
those standards and accountability for achievement of those standards are a cur-
rent focus of educational reform. To date, thirty-seven states have created and
published standards for K-12 content areas and most are adoptions or modifica-
tions of the national standards (Dingerson, 2001). Student achievement of the stan-
dards is considered an indirect measure of school and teacher effectiveness: the
higher the percent of students who meet the standards, the more effective the schools.
The reform effort in South Carolina is heavily based on the establishment of stan-
dards, the assessment of student achievement of those standards and public report-
ing of student and school achievement of those standards.
Standards based reform emphasizes establishing a minimum standard of learn-
ing for every student. States have used an adaptation or adoption of national stan-
dards to classify what basic competencies should be expected of students. The
process of developing standards that establish minimum expectations for every
student results in a shared meaning among schools, teachers, students, and parents
regarding expectations for learning (Fullan, 1991). The notion of shared meaning
is a change in thinking that encourages alignment of the entire system, not merely
achievement in a single classroom.
Accountability programs for student achievement of the standards seek to
apply external pressure to produce student learning. Haertel (1999) described ac-
countability programs as tests or measurement that have the potential to alter in-
struction and change the curriculum. The underlying assumption of accountability
according to Haertel is that teacher and school effectiveness results from schools
and teachers being held accountable for student performance.
Despite its popularity some remain opposed to the standards based account-
ability movement, fearing this initiative discourages content application and life-
long learning (Sheldon & Biddle, 1998). “The more that accountability systems
become focused only on cognitive achievement, the greater the gap will become
between those students who are doing well and those who are not” (Fullan, 2001, p.
152). These gaps result from a narrowing of the curriculum or “teaching to the test,”
as teachers focus on the immediacy of the test and not the application of content.
Despite small steps of progress, issues of legitimacy and worth are still bar-
riers inhibiting systemic change in physical education. Even with the call for re-
form in physical education (Rink, 1993), few comprehensive school reform efforts
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have included physical education, for at least two reasons. First, physical educa-
tion is not considered a core subject area, and second, physical education, as a
profession, has not made a case to be part of these reform efforts (Ward & Doutis,
1999).
South Carolina professionals made a case to be part of the current standards,
assessment, and accountability movement. The South Carolina Physical Educa-
tion Assessment Program (SCPEAP) is one of the first efforts by a state to hold
schools and teachers accountable for meeting state standards in physical educa-
tion. It is a unique approach to program assessment in that teachers assess students
in a sampling of classes, across four student performance indicators. Details of the
program are described in chapter 1.
The assessment program in South Carolina has created the opportunity to
study the viability of school and teacher accountability as an instrument for change
in physical education. One of the ways to study change in physical education pro-
grams as a result of accountability is to look at differences between high perform-
ing schools (HPS) and low performing schools (LPS). Knowing the characteristics
of HPS and LPS can help us understand what effective physical education pro-
grams look like, how to best facilitate change in physical education, and how to
get students to meet standards.
The efforts of the reform movement in South Carolina and the present study
have been informed by a growing body of literature on how schools change and
how they become more effective. The relationship between reform, accountabil-
ity, and change is ambiguous, for change is not dependent upon accountability or
reform alone. Change can happen with or without the presence of reform or ac-
countability. However, in South Carolina a state mandate was used to encourage
schools, programs, and teachers to change present practice by establishing ac-
countability through the public reporting of program effectiveness.
The School Change Literature
Determining the efficacy of a reform is dependent on being able to identify
the characteristics of effective schools. Creating a list of specific characteristics of
effective schools has proven problematic because of the uniqueness of each school,
changes over time, and political agendas. Previous work on effective schools
(Edmonds, 1981) may not hold true for all schools today, as educational reform
may have changed what effective and ineffective schools look like. For example, a
school using site-based management may be identified as effective for slightly
different reasons then a more traditionally structured school.
One current method of establishing public accountability for school effec-
tiveness is the school report card available to and often distributed to the public.
School report cards are intended to report school effectiveness on multiple indica-
tors. When designing school report cards, indicators that are highly correlated with
school effectiveness are selected for inclusion, as well as those that might be of
interest for different reasons. Despite the diversity of indicators of effectiveness,
some overlap in indicators related to school performance has been identified. These
indicators of effective schools have been broadly characterized into characteristics
of the learning environment, instruction, and collaboration (Lee, Bryk, & Smith,
1993; Rosenholtz, 1985, 1989).
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In effective schools a positive learning environment often stems from the
presence of a strong administration (Purkey & Smith, 1983). Schools of today
might call this leadership characteristic a shared vision (Fullan, 2001; Lee, Bryk,
& Smith, 1993). Principals are considered valuable contributors to a positive learn-
ing environment and school effectiveness, but are not solely responsible for the
effectiveness of a school. Teachers and parents are also considered to contribute to
a positive learning environment.
The teacher’s primary contribution to school effectiveness comes through
instruction. Effective schools enhance instruction through high expectations for
student learning and monitoring of student progress. In effective schools, teacher
development plays an important role in helping teachers identify appropriate ex-
pectations for their students. Expectations for learning are documented in stan-
dards and benchmarks. Monitoring student progress toward standards contributes
to school effectiveness.
Collaboration, though time and labor intensive, does facilitate dialogue and
thus school effectiveness. Bernauer and Cress (1997) discussed the role of ac-
countability, time, and resources, as well as a people-centered process approach to
aid in the facilitation of change. Schools that form collaborative teams (interdisci-
plinary and cross grade level) have the longest lasting innovations that address the
school environment, instruction, and teacher development. When people are em-
bracing change together and the learning environment supports change, then per-
haps teachers have a better chance of getting to the point where there is actually an
impact on their students.
Reform Efficacy
Reform efficacy, the effective implementation of a reform initiative, can be
an influential part of change. Reform efficacy is influenced by teacher values and
perceptions, an awareness of “best practice,” and school leadership discussed be-
low. Various levels of the educational organization ranging from the policy makers
to the teachers are involved with each of these factors.
One of the strongest lines of research on school change is work related to
teacher perceptions of the reform effort. Research suggests that teacher values and
perceptions will influence how a reform is interpreted and implemented (Hall &
Hord, 2001; Jewett, Bain, & Ennis, 1995). Odden and Anderson (1986) identified
four key factors related to the initial stages of how teachers perceive school re-
form: (a) the amount of external pressure for accountability, (b) availability of
effective awareness training, (c) school and teacher perceptions of fit, and (d) the
presence of a district advocate. A balance between external pressure for account-
ability and internal support is suggested to be the ideal scenario for successful
school reform (Fullan, 2001; Odden & Anderson, 1986).
Reform necessitates an awareness of “best practice” by both teachers and
administrators. When best practice was linked to district goals, teachers believed
the reform to be a good match. State initiated programs are often unsuccessful
because of local resistance, an unwillingness to change, and a lack of comprehen-
sion of the intention of a reform (Odden, 1991).
Leadership and advocacy for a reform is also important for reform success.
Odden and Anderson (1986) suggested that a single advocate for a state project
within the district could act as a liaison to the state department for interpretation
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and implementation. This person could help minimize uncertainties or mismatched
intentions. Having a single person as an advocate is valuable and arguably essen-
tial. Because the advocate and district leader for a reform requires that the advo-
cate have specialized skills, many reforms go without district advocates.
Physical education is a marginalized program within the schools most often
left out of large school reform efforts. The elements of teacher values and percep-
tions, an awareness of “best practice,” and school leadership in the reform effort
influence the degree of reform efficacy in academic areas, but it is unclear how
these characteristics affect reform efficacy in physical education.
In 1995 the physical education performance indicators were legislated for
the high school program in South Carolina. Following a year of teacher develop-
ment work to help teachers align their programs with the standards and the perfor-
mance indicators, two studies were done. Fleming (1998) investigated change efforts
to implement mandated criteria after the first year-long teacher development pro-
gram in physical education. He found that many teachers were most supportive of
the new criteria and saw the effort to change physical education as advocacy. Teach-
ers identified collaboration, student choice, and longer units of instruction as fa-
cilitators of reform. They also identified the diversity of student abilities, a variety
of student levels of fitness, and little accountability as inhibiting change in physi-
cal education.
In a second study, Wirszyla (2002) investigated three schools that had made
the most progress in implementing the new reform after a year of teacher develop-
ment work. Using a case study approach, he found that female, lead teachers served
as the driving force for change in the school. Wirszyla found that the willingness
of teachers to create student accountability, the degree of implementation, the
amount and nature of curriculum change, and facilitators and inhibitors common
in the literature were influential factors related to change in physical education. In
the model schools selected for study, the teacher-coach role conflict was a strong
inhibitor for change, particularly for the male teachers.
The SCPEAP program was initiated following both the study done by Fleming
and the study done by Wirszyla. The program was designed in part as an attempt to
address some of the inhibitors, such as low stakes accountability and lack of male
participation in change efforts in physical education, found in these studies (Fleming,
1998; Wirszyla, 2002).
The purpose of this study was to compare HPS and LPS in a secondary
physical education state level assessment and accountability program. The imple-
mentation of the assessment program provided an opportunity to determine school
performance and study both HPS and LPS. Using both quantitative and qualitative
methods, this investigation examined reform efficacy, teacher perceptions, pro-
gram characteristics, department and school characteristics, and facilitators and
inhibitors, in four HPS and four LPS.
Methodology
Participants
Several levels of participation were identified for this study. Data from all
schools (n = 62) and all teachers (n = 160) were used to analyze school perfor-
mance. The participating schools represented a stratified (enrollment), random
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sample of 1/3 of the high schools in South Carolina. Based upon the final overall
score given to each school, four HPS and four LPS were selected for in-depth
study. All teachers (n = 22) at the selected HPS and LPS who participated in the
assessment were surveyed. From the survey, fourteen teachers, eight from HPS
and six from LPS, were selected to be interviewed.
Selection of Schools
HPS and LPS were determined using two criteria: the overall school score
representing the weighted score on all of the indicators for all of the teachers and
the level of compliance of the school. The level of compliance reflected the amount
of data a school submitted that was accepted as accurate and reliable by the moni-
toring committee (chapter 1). The researcher elected not to visit schools that sub-
mitted a large quantity of noncompliant data. In such cases, testing protocol
violations, missing data, or substantial errors in data submission made it impos-
sible to determine the extent to which students met the performance indicators for
these schools. Twenty schools had less than 50% of their data accepted by the
monitoring committee, therefore these schools were not considered for visitation.
Overall school scores were used to select 8 out of the 62 schools. The state
overall mean score for all schools was 42% for all of the indicators. The four HPS
originally ranked among the top seven schools in overall physical education score
and represented four of the top five schools in level of compliance (88% of the
assessments were accepted by the monitoring committee). The four HPS overall
score was at least 76% or higher (M = 78.00, SD = 1.63).
The four LPS scored between 7% and 38% (M = 28.75; SD = 14.52). All of
the schools in this study had compliance scores of 50–100% (at least half of the
assessments were accepted by the monitoring committee), except for one LPS.
The LPS that did not have at least 50% compliance had a unique situation: One
teacher had a compliance level of 67% (of the assessments were accepted by the
monitoring committee), while the second teacher at that school elected not to sub-
mit data to SCPEAP. The input from the 67% compliant teacher was felt to be
important because these data represented the only classes in which the data were
accepted, but no students attained competence. The researchers attempted to bal-
ance region, school size, and SES in the selection of schools.
Selection of Teachers
All teachers in the selected HPS and LPS, who had participated in the state-
wide assessment, were recruited for participation. A teacher survey was adminis-
tered to teachers at the eight selected schools. In the schools selected for further
study, 22 teachers remained from the 2000-2001 school year that had participated
in the data collection and taught state mandate physical education classes. Twenty-
one of the 22 teachers returned the survey for a response rate of 95%. The survey
was used to identify teacher perceptions at the HPS and LPS and also to identify
teachers to be interviewed.
Fourteen teachers from the HPS (n = 8) and LPS (n = 6) were identified for
extensive interviews, based upon the survey data. Teachers were selected for inter-
view by their level of support of the assessment program (determined through the
survey), an analysis of student competency in their class, participation in data col-
lection training and Physical Education Institute teacher development, and gender.
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One teacher selected for interview was considered supportive, while the second
teacher was less supportive of SCPEAP. Of the fourteen teachers selected for in-
terview, 8 were females, 6 were males, 9 were Caucasian, and 5 were African
American. There were fewer teachers selected for interview from LPS because
two schools had experienced staff turnover. Two schools had only one teacher (out
of a staff of two teachers) remaining from the data collection school year.
Procedures
Qualitative data sources included teacher surveys, teacher interviews, and
an analysis of both SCPEAP and school documents. Data sources were analyzed
independently and then synthesized to create school profiles and profiles of HPS
and LPS.
Teacher Survey
A teacher survey was designed to collect data regarding teacher support of
SCPEAP, department use of performance indicators, program change resulting
from accountability, and department characteristics of curriculum and instruction.
Also, the survey sought to identify teacher perceptions of the facilitators and in-
hibitors to program effectiveness. The survey was based on the work of Carter and
Stanhope (2001) and Castelli et al. (2001) and was piloted with teachers from six
high schools. The survey consisted of 75 Likert scale questions and 27 open-ended
questions. The Likert scale questions had four foils of strongly disagree, disagree,
agree, and strongly agree. The opened-ended questions required short answers
ranging from listing facilitators and inhibitors to explaining, “what did your de-
partment do to prepare students for PI-1 (movement competence)?”Teacher sur-
veys were completed prior to schools receiving information on their physical
education scores from SCPEAP. Each teacher at the selected school, who had par-
ticipated in the data collection, was mailed a survey. In many schools, staff turn-
over had occurred since the data collection process, therefore only teachers still at
the school, with the same teaching responsibilities were mailed surveys.
The researchers analyzed the teacher surveys in two ways. First, teacher
surveys were analyzed to determine overall support for the SCPEAP program for
the purpose of selecting teachers for interview. Nineteen of the 75 Likert questions
related to support of SCPEAP. For example, “do you feel that physical education
teachers should be held accountable on the state level?” Surveys were placed into
one of three categories of support: very supportive, supportive, and weakly sup-
portive. No surveys were identified as very weak support of SCPEAP. Second,
HPS and LPS were separated for analysis. Survey responses were examined to
obtain descriptive data concerning demographics, reform efficacy, school and de-
partment characteristics, program characteristics, and facilitators and inhibitors of
reform efforts. Frequency counts were used to identify commonalities among HPS
and LPS within a matrix.
Teacher Interviews
Formal interviews with two teachers from each HPS and LPS were used to
identify reform efficacy, school and department characteristics, program
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characteristics, and facilitators and inhibitors. Information obtained from the analy-
sis of the school assessment plan, an initial technical report project (Castelli et al.,
2001), and the survey results were used to create the interview questions. A proto-
col created by Fleming (1998) and Wirszyla (2002) for conducting teacher inter-
views served as a guide for the development of an interview protocol in this study.
A panel of experts (four teacher educators) reviewed the interview questions and
protocol for clarity and validity. Each teacher was asked a group of specific, com-
mon open-ended questions with follow up questioning and clarification as part of
the interview. A single interviewer was responsible for conducting one practice
and all fourteen teacher interviews. Teacher interviews were conducted prior to
schools receiving information on their physical education performance from
SCPEAP. Interviews with each of the selected teachers from the HPS and LPS
were conducted during the school day, in a private, quiet space. The interviews
were between forty-five and seventy-five minutes in length. The interviews were
audio taped and the interviewer took written notes. Materials evidencing their re-
sponses to questions were requested and collected at this time.
Once the interviews were transcribed these data were analyzed by the inter-
viewer using a constant comparative method (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Glesne,
1999). Spradley (1980) uses cultural domains (patterns of behavior, artifacts or
knowledge) to create categories giving meaning to the coded data. Spradley’s (1980)
analysis by cultural domains was employed in this study. First, all discrete ideas
were assigned a code and defined by rules of inclusion. Second, codes were as-
signed to domains using terms representing the semantic relationship, describing
how these codes related to one another. Third, the patterns were grouped into themes.
Documents
A document analysis of current materials for the recruited schools was con-
ducted in order to identify similarities and differences between HPS and LPS.
There were three different sources for documents in this study: those supplied to
SCPEAP by a school, those made available during school visitation, and the Internet.
Documents reviewed for this study included school assessment plans, monitoring
committee decision logs, teacher score sheets, correspondence between SCPEAP
and the school, any other additional documents in their SCPEAP school profile,
and the South Carolina school report cards, accessed via the Internet.
The South Carolina school report cards were the first-ever comprehensive,
school effectiveness ratings that were made public for all publicly funded schools
in South Carolina. The school report cards were released on December 4, 2001,
representing the same school year (2000–2001) that the SCPEAP data collection
began. Additional documents were obtained during the school visitation. The teach-
ers supplied items such as department policies, worksheets, or homework assign-
ments during the visitation. All documents were coded as facilitators and were
applied a second code representing a discrete idea. The documents confirmed and
supported codes established during analysis of the teacher survey and interview
data.
Synthesis of Qualitative Data Sources
All qualitative data sources (teacher surveys, teacher interviews, and docu-
ments) were analyzed individually and collectively. Individual analysis included
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frequency counts, percentages of responses in agreement or disagreement, and by
code. Similarities and differences between HPS and LPS were identified by fre-
quency counts of each code. Collective analysis was conducted using matrices to
combine the data sources. To identify facilitators and inhibitors the teacher re-
sponses on the survey and interview data were recoded as facilitators or inhibitors.
A summary list of facilitators and inhibitors was placed in a matrix, by frequency,
to identify commonalities between HPS and LPS.
In summary, multiple quantitative and qualitative data sources were used for
triangulation and to ensure trustworthiness of the data. Confirmability and de-
pendability were addressed through an audit trail of coded data. For example, teacher
responses on the survey were compared to teacher responses to similar interview
questions to confirm the reliability of the data. Furthermore, the submission of
documents served as confirmation that program characteristics described in the
teacher’s survey and interview were truly representative of the program.
Results
Profile of High and Low Performing Schools
The results of this study are presented in profiles in which all data sources
and results for the HPS (n = 4) and LPS (n = 4) schools in this database were
synthesized, using matrices. The profiles of HPS and LPS are organized by the
themes of (a) teacher perceptions and roles, (b) relationships, and (c) reform effi-
cacy. Table 1 contains a summary of characteristics of high and low performers.
Table 1 Characteristics of High and Low Performing Schools
High performing schools Low performing schools
Cohesive, long-standing, positive Department members acted as individuals
departments Informal and procedural communication
Effective, regular communication Made change with accountability
Made change before accountability Had misconceptions about student
High teacher expectations and enthusiasm performance
Clear teacher roles to meet standards Variety of duties in conflict with teaching
Little evidence of marginalization Evidence of marginalization
Effectively used student choice Inhibitors prevented use of student choice
Department leader who served as a liaison Ineffective department leader
More facilitators than inhibitors Ineffective department leader
More facilitators than inhibitors Context specific inhibitors
Linked performance indicators Talked about linking performance
Active administration, supportive of indicators
policy Passive administration
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Teacher Perceptions and Roles
Information on teacher perceptions and roles was collected in both the teacher
survey and interview data sources and confirmed using documents as a data source.
Teacher perceptions are organized by teacher support for SCPEAP, changing ex-
pectations, enthusiasm for teaching, teacher perceptions of students, and teacher
roles.
Support for SCPEAP. The survey data revealed overwhelming support for
SCPEAP with 97% of the teachers stating that they supported SCPEAP. No teacher
expressed having “very weak” support of SCPEAP, as survey responses were mostly
supportive. Eighty-six percent of the survey participants believed that teachers
and students should be held accountable. Across performance levels, 95% of the
teachers who completed the survey perceived that the presence of statewide per-
formance indicators promoted a higher level of student learning. One teacher ex-
pressed his support this way,
if you are not evaluated, we have so many in our state [that are] slackers,
because everybody knows they exist. And this will help you focus on what is
truly important. You still have choices. Like I can choose for my team sport,
what I want. And you’ve got the freedom to do that. But it [SCPEAP] helps
you to put the pieces together without just throwing out the ball and letting
them go at it. . . . I do appreciate it [SCPEAP] and I see the need for it, it
makes us better (School #7).
According to the teacher survey, both high and low performing teachers had
similar perceptions of the performance indicators that described expectations for
students. Little difference was found regarding strategies to address PI-1 (move-
ment competence), as most teachers agreed that basic skill instruction, longer units
of instruction, and student compliance (e.g., attendance, motivation, etc.) were
important for student success. Ninety-two percent of all teachers surveyed be-
lieved teaching basic skills were important for student success.
Eighty-eight percent of low performing teachers surveyed suggested that
they had increased their emphasis on health-related fitness in their program since
the state mandate had been created. Fifty percent of the teachers at HPS reported
increased focus on the amount of fitness taught in their programs since SCPEAP.
Teachers identified 18 different instructional strategies to help students prepare for
the cognitive health-related fitness test. The writing of individual goals, monitor-
ing student progress, personalized instruction, class discussions, and the use of
fitness labs and lectures were commonly identified as teaching strategies. There
were no differences in the instructional practices selected between the HPS and
LPS except for the use of homework. Eighty-eight percent of teachers at LPS used
formal homework; where as only 31% of teachers at HPS used homework.
Perceptions regarding PI-3 (outside activity) were also similar between HPS
and LPS. According to the survey 75% of all the teachers believed that SCPEAP
had helped students to better understand the importance of physical activity. Yet,
56% of the teachers believed that students did not welcome the physical activity
opportunities presented through PI-3 (outside activity). Teachers rated PI-3 (out-
side activity) as the least important among the four state mandated criteria. This
lack of support for PI-3 (outside activity) may have influenced teacher perceptions
about student enjoyment in PI-3 (outside activity).
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The data revealed students were the least competent (see Chapter 2) in PI-4
(fitness), yet 89% of all teachers believed that PI-4 was attainable for their stu-
dents. Teachers at LPS were most pleased with their students’ performance and
suggested that the students had exceeded their expectations. Despite the low stu-
dent competence in PI-4 (fitness), most teachers would not change how they pre-
pared the students. HPS were more likely to address fitness every day and used
testing for more than assessment, such as creating personal goals to be part of PI-
3 (outside activity).
Changing expectations. According to the survey teachers at HPS had higher
expectations of their students and were slightly more supportive of the perfor-
mance indicators. This was confirmed by the interview comments of a teacher in a
HPS, “It [performance indicators] changed my expectations of them [his students].
With the Fitnessgram, we gave them a challenge. . . . We sat down, we wrote down
goals. If you can do two push ups today that is two more than you did yesterday”
(School #40).
Documents also supported the difference in expectations HPS had for their
students. Policy and procedure materials were found in all four HPS. At HPS these
materials had been created prior to the initiation of accountability of SCPEAP.
Only one teacher from a LPS could present a formal document detailing teacher
expectations for students.
Enthusiasm for teaching. Teachers in HPS were more enthusiastic about
their teaching than low performers. Five different teachers offered such statements
as, “We enjoy teaching. I mean, we really enjoy it. We like the students. We like
the interaction” (School #61). Another teacher at a HPS stated, “I think we have a
good program here. I love it here” (School #32). Only one teacher at LPS made a
statement of enjoyment and pride.
Teacher perceptions of students. Teacher perceptions of student perfor-
mance and student compliance differed between HPS and LPS. Despite knowing
student scores from the data collection of assessments, some teachers at LPS had
misconceptions regarding the level of their students’ performance. When this de-
partment chairperson at a LPS, who assembled the materials for SCPEAP, was
asked how the students at her school performed, she responded,
You know what? It’s really hard because they [the other teachers] do what
they want to do . . . up to a point. You know? It’s not that I rule with an iron
fist. It’s like this is what we are doing . . . but my students, I’m sure, did fine,
because I teach like the protocols (School #34).
When the student performance scores were compared to this low performing
teacher’s comments there was a disparity. She believed there was an adequate
performance from her students when just fewer than 50% of her students had at-
tained competence. These misconceptions of student performance may be related
to lower teacher expectations or a misunderstanding of SCPEAP.
Both high and low performing teachers believed that student compliance
(e.g., attendance, participation, effort during testing) influenced student scores.
Fifty percent of the teachers at LPS reported having more problems with student
compliance than HPS (15%). This may have been because HPS had policies and
procedures outlined in documents clearly describing teacher expectations of stu-
dent conduct, attendance, participation, and grading.
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Teacher roles. All participants were full time physical education teachers
and either coaches or athletic administrators. Differences were found in two areas:
(a) teaching responsibilities and (b) the teaching-coaching role conflict. Informa-
tion on teaching roles was initially identified in the school assessment plan docu-
ments and confirmed in the teacher survey and interview data.
An analysis of SCPEAP documents supports the idea that HPS adhered to
recommendations made by SCPEAP to teach two different movement forms, health-
related fitness, physical activity outside of physical education, and fitness. At HPS
teachers were assigned to classes and given the responsibility to teach the recom-
mended content. LPS had a wide range of teaching responsibilities (e.g., drivers
education, social studies), creating competing demands between teaching differ-
ent subjects and coaching. Teachers at LPS had difficulty balancing the demands
between teaching and coaching and were in conflict with their roles. The survey
revealed that high performers balanced their teaching and coaching responsibili-
ties and used coaching experiences to their advantage by electing to teach and
assess activities that they had taught and coached for a long time. High performing
teachers identified themselves as teachers and coaches, not just coaches, express-
ing pride in teaching as well as coaching. When a teacher/coach at a HPS was
asked about the climate in the department he responded,
I wouldn’t rather be any place else. Even, if I had opportunities (which I
have had) to be at other schools, to design a wrestling program. . . . I am
supposed to be right here. We all work together. We all take pride in our
physical education and athletic programs (School #24).
Teacher characteristics (such as balanced teacher-coach roles, teacher en-
thusiasm, and high expectations) were beneficial for the students. These character-
istics may be related to teacher follow through on the belief that skill instruction
was important. HPS had teachers that acted on this belief and did not merely iden-
tify its importance.
Relationships Between Physical Education
Department Members
Having a shared vision means demonstrating positive relationships, com-
municating effectively, and taking a team approach to planning and data collec-
tion. This shared vision was evidenced by the relationships between physical
education department members, relationships outside of the department, and re-
form efficacy (the implementation and adherence to recommendations made by
SCPEAP).
The teacher survey found that both HPS and LPS increased collaboration
between department members since the assessment program began. Collaboration
was conducted similarly in both HPS and LPS through increased communication.
Departments and schools acted on that discourse in different ways. There was
agreement among teachers from both HPS and LPS that the most important fac-
tors in implementing the performance criteria were (a) communication between
the physical education staff (100%), (b) communication with administration (93%),
and (c) the use of the performance indicators to hold students accountable (93%).
Communication between physical education staff members was often infor-
mal and impromptu; teachers were talking to each other about physical education
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programming, assessment, and standards. One LPS had two teachers who both
stressed the importance of communication within their program. “You know, we
had complete support all the way around. Like I said, we have great communica-
tion; between each other and with administration. We were kept abreast of what
was going on [with SCPEAP]. We checked in everyday” (School #61).
How HPS applied information from the dialogue was different than LPS.
HPS established a daily routine of “checking-in” with each other and were more
likely to have long-standing departments in which positive interaction was an ex-
pectation of the department. Tension existed between teachers at some LPS, par-
ticularly during the data collection process. When asked about the relationships
between staff members at one LPS, the teacher quickly responded with what both-
ered him the most, “. . . unmotivated teachers or teachers that is just not going to do
anything” (School #22).
Departments in which everyone was moving toward a common goal were
able to relieve tensions, such as the one described. High performing departments
were more likely to make positive statements about the department relationships
between teachers, such as, “Another positive was that we worked together as a
group. Big time! I had to be open to teach different things and Coach Dickerson
would help tape the curl ups. . . . It made us a lot closer as a department” (School
#24).
Relationships outside of the physical education department. Teacher rela-
tionships with the administration and parents were important to student perfor-
mance. Overall, the school administration was identified as supportive in both
HPS and LPS, but the type of administrative support differed between HPS and
LPS. In HPS the administration was active (e.g., communicated information from
SCPEAP). In LPS the administration was more passive (e.g., teachers left on their
own to solve problems). Teachers in LPS believed that communication with the
administration was an essential part of the assessment process, yet in the survey
data only 17% of the teachers recalled an administrator ever observing a class or
talking with physical education faculty about the performance indicators (13%).
When asked about administrative support, one teacher at a HPS stated, “It’s excel-
lent. It keeps me working here. We have excellent administrative [principal] sup-
port. It is very strict with high expectations” (School #60).
Often high performing departments had a single leader, usually the depart-
ment chairperson, who served as liaison to the administration and directed pro-
gramming. The leader was usually an experienced female teacher who facilitated
communication with the administration. LPS may have had a female in that posi-
tion, but the leadership or communication was not as effective as with HPS. Col-
laboration with the administration came mostly in the form of financial support,
with 95% of the teachers, across performance levels, stating that they were pro-
vided with the necessary equipment (video cameras, videotapes, Fitnessgram kits,
or equipment) required for the assessment program. Only one school failed to
report an increase (it remained the same) in their department budget during the
assessment year.
Both HPS and LPS reported that collaboration even extended beyond the
physical education staff as teachers collaborated with parents to motivate students
and track their progress with fitness and physical activity (83%). Positive relation-
ships extended beyond the school walls, as teachers at all performance levels were
willing to contact parents and felt this contact was important for motivation and
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verification of PI-3 (outside activity). One teacher at a LPS identified contact with
parents as a means for advocacy for physical education,
A lot of parents were part of the problem. “Hey look, my child doesn’t have
to do this.” Or, “when I was in school all we did was play basketball.” So
now with the state backing this thing [SCPEAP], well we can’t just let them
get dressed and throw a ball out and let it rip. And I think this assessment has
kind of brought credibility to physical education programs (School #61).
Reform Efficacy
Reform efficacy, the implementation and adherence to recommendations
made by SCPEAP, is broken down into four categories, (a) teacher compliance,
(b) curriculum, (c) instruction, and (d) facilitators and inhibitors to reform effi-
cacy. Issues of implementation and adherence to the state mandated criteria were
related to teacher compliance with required data collection procedures, use of
materials, and strategies related to the assessment of student performance. HPS
were more compliant (data was accepted by the monitoring committee), because
the department collected data as a team, whereas LPS were less compliant because
the teachers collected data independently and acted as individuals. Both HPS and
LPS corresponded with SCPEAP and expressed a willingness to contact SCPEAP
with questions via phone, at data collection training sessions, PEIs, or at policy
board meetings. Both HPS and LPS referenced SCPEAP materials (notebook and
CD-ROM). The survey revealed that there was a difference in the frequency of use
of SCPEAP material between the HPS and LPS. LPS referenced SCPEAP materi-
als (notebook and CD-ROM) more frequently than HPS and LPS accessed the
state curriculum guide more frequently than HPS.
LPS reported practicing the tests more often. Some LPS practiced the test
three times as much (10–11 times) for PI-1 (motor competencies) and PI-2(cogni-
tive fitness), than HPS (2–3 times). For PI-3 (outside activity), both HPS and LPS
brainstormed community activities with the students. However, LPS were more
likely to offer activities specifically for PI-3 (outside activity)(e.g., walking pro-
grams, intramurals, open gyms) than HPS. To facilitate student success the low
performing teachers felt as if they needed to provide physical activity opportuni-
ties for their students within the school rather than rely on encouraging students to
seek opportunities outside of the school.
Curriculum. All schools reported making change to their programs be-
cause of SCPEAP. Teachers discussed the performance indicators and SCPEAP
materials before making decisions regarding curriculum and teaching. HPS aligned
the curriculum to specifically meet the state standards. For instance, HPS used
longer units of instruction. Longer units of instruction (M = 8 weeks) meant teach-
ing fewer units during a semester. Additionally, student choice, an emphasis on
health-related fitness, and more frequent fitness testing were implemented. All of
these were recommendations made to teachers at teacher development sessions
over previous years.
Schools were different with regard to curriculum alignment and how health-
related fitness was addressed. HPS made changes before the onset of the testing
program and after the legislation of the state mandated criteria (a seven year pe-
riod). LPS initiated change concurrently with the accountability and data collection.
Change in HPS resulted from teacher discussions of the performance indicators
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and SCPEAP and was characterized by a greater emphasis on student learning. In
the HPS discussions of the performance indicators led to alignment and integra-
tion of all performance indicators into the curriculum. LPS had more discussion
than before but it did not necessarily lead to the same decisions. Specific changes
such as the addition of a student choice program, more specific instructional goals,
using state criteria and materials for grading, recording and monitoring student
progress, were all easier to identify and clearly more established in HPS.
An example of an increased emphasis on health-related fitness and align-
ment of the curriculum with the standards was found in all data sources. For PI-3
(outside activity) teachers used individual goal setting and monitoring progress
toward that goal to facilitate competency. Teachers from HPS were more likely to
incorporate the fitness (from PI-4 (fitness) into the requirements for PI-3 (outside
activity). The highest student competency was found among those teachers who
addressed both PI-3 (outside activity) and PI-4 (fitness) simultaneously. Among
the LPS there was little evidence of a cross over between the performance indica-
tors. Monitoring student progress for PI-3 (outside activity) and PI-4 (Fitnessgram)
and including performance indicator criterion, as part of physical education grad-
ing was evident at all schools, to varying degrees.
Schools that had a tendency to be progressive in academic subject areas
were typically high performing in physical education (see Chapter 2). One teacher
at a HPS (academic and physical education) described how change began to take
place within their school.
The assessment has been a really good challenge for us, because this is tough.
I won’t say it wasn’t difficult . . . We thought we had a good base of a pro-
gram but when that state standards came out we began to question some
things [within their our program] (School #24)
Instruction. Instructional strategies were primarily reported on the teacher
survey. Both HPS and LPS used PI-1 (movement competence) rubrics for assess-
ment (beyond data collection), used performance indicators for grading, and used
classrooms and textbooks for instruction. Teachers across performance levels were
open to new and different teaching strategies and attempted to use a wide variety
of strategies to help students attain competency. Strategies such as test/retest, shar-
ing the results of assessments with students, and linking physical activity to grad-
ing as a motivational tool were employed. Elimination of PI-1 (movement
competence) activities because they were too difficult for students was not evident
for either performance level.
HPS used textbooks (67%) and classrooms (63%) more frequently than LPS
(38%, 42%, respectively) and elected to use seatwork over homework. LPS used
homework (86%) more often than HPS (31%) with mixed results. HPS monitored
student progress (89%), linked the progress to personal goals (63%), and recorded
that progress (75%) more frequently than LPS.
Facilitators and inhibitors of the reform efficacy. The most common fa-
cilitators identified by both HPS and LPS were collaboration between members of
the department, administrative support, supportive physical education staff mem-
bers, PEIs, the performance indicators, and student accountability. The following
facilitators were considered to be of different importance between HPS and LPS:
(a) student choice, (b) the importance of data collection training, (c) communica-
tion with SCPEAP committee, (d) higher expectations of students because of
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SCPEAP, and (e) student characteristics. All HPS had a student choice curriculum
and attributed student success to its presence. LPS did not have a choice curricu-
lum and perceived the guidance department of the school as an inhibitor of this
change or did not consider it an important factor.
Data collection training and communication with the SCPEAP was consid-
ered to be more valuable by LPS. LPS relied on this communication with the
SCPEAP to collect data and make change to their physical education programs.
HPS relied more on the entire physical education staff at that school.
Teachers at HPS had higher expectations of student performance and more
effectively expressed them to the students. Student compliance issues were
proactively dealt with through written policy and administrative support of such
policy. Teachers at LPS were pleased when a few students did well on the perfor-
mance indicators and did not expect all students to perform as well.
The most common inhibitors for both HPS and LPS were SCPEAP materi-
als that changed during the course of the data collection, interruptions in the con-
duct of their classes and units, class size and assessment protocols. Inhibitors were
more context specific than the global facilitators, therefore there was little agree-
ment. The following inhibitors were considered to be of different importance be-
tween HPS and LPS: (a) too much paperwork connected to the assessment program,
(b) lack of textbooks, (c) poor facilities, (d) lack of resources (such as, equipment
for teaching) (e) other physical education staff, (f) lack of knowledge, (g) diffi-
culty in managing students during testing, and (h) difficult students. All of the
inhibitors listed were issues for LPS. No HPS stated the factors of resources, fa-
cilities, other staff members, knowledge, or management of students as inhibitors.
The difference between HPS and LPS regarding inhibitors is related to the
difference in the way HPS and LPS perceived their status and reacted to potential
inhibitors within the school. HPS did not see themselves as a marginalized subject
area. One teacher at a HPS comments,
The discipline is treated like any other discipline. I mean, the professional
respect that you see and the climate . . . I’m talking across the board. I’m
talking in between departments and there is a lot of respect that comes and
goes [mutual respect]. It [physical education] is not like a stepchild. We are
not here because they have to have us. At least I have never felt that (School
#60).
Another teacher at a HPS said,
We feel appreciated and very respected part of the school and the curricu-
lum. I mean obviously if you treat people right there will be benefits in
return. We have great administrative support and that something [else], I
feel that our administration have hired good instructors. That is important.
We have had some challenges as well, but with that support we have devel-
oped a mind set that we want to be the best. It kind of ties in the whole
school, really (School #24).
Not only did HPS not perceive physical education as marginalized, they had
a better awareness of potential inhibitors and were more proactive in addressing
these potential inhibitors. HPS addressing potential inhibitors relates to their will-
ingness to make change prior to the presence of accountability. It took the pres-
ence of accountability to change low performing physical education programs and
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for those schools to become aware that inhibitors existed and that something could
be done about them.
Discussion
The purpose of this study was to identify and describe the characteristics of
high and low performing secondary physical education programs. The state level
testing program in South Carolina has provided the opportunity to describe not
only the impact of a major reform effort but to shed some light on what an effec-
tive physical education program looks like. This section is organized by a discus-
sion of the issues related to the effectiveness of SCPEAP as a reform effort and the
characteristics of effective physical education programs.
Effectiveness of Reform
Haertel (1999) suggests that state level accountability, as measurement, has
the potential to alter instruction and change the curriculum. State level assessment
has played a substantial role in education but public demand for accountability in
schools has largely excluded physical education programs. The SCPEAP program
in this sense is the first opportunity to study the viability of a major reform effort
and the effects of state level accountability on physical education programs.
The results of this study clearly demonstrate that accountability can produce
change. In this study every school made substantial change to their physical edu-
cation programs, whether high or low performing. The timing and initiation of
change distinctly separated the performance levels. HPS began change with the
legislation describing the performance indicators for the one-year state mandated
physical education program (seven years prior to the assessment). HPS had qual-
ity programs before the accountability piece of the reform effort was in place. For
LPS, change was not initiated until the accountability system was a reality for
them. This would seem to confirm the importance of the accountability piece of a
reform effort to initiate change.
Change for each school was unique to its context and setting, as some schools
had a lot further to go than others. For one teacher, SCPEAP accountability repre-
sented advocacy and helped clear the way of many inhibitors, such as student
compliance, “Now we finally have the teeth and the backing so we can do what we
have always wanted to do in this program.” (School #61). All of these programs
made curriculum and instructional changes to accommodate the reality of account-
ability. They had to find ways to function as a department and to negotiate their
way through the administration. Teacher accountability from the state resulted in a
focus on student learning and teachers holding students accountable in the class-
room.
Unlike much of the literature describing a lack of support for reform efforts,
the results of this study confirm earlier studies of this project (Fleming, 1998).
Teacher support for the indicators used to judge their programs and teacher per-
ceptions of accountability as advocacy for a marginalized subject in the school
was confirmed by this study.
The assessment program was effective in discriminating HPS and LPS. It is
unlikely that the LPS in this study would have been identified as HPS on any
indicators accepted by the profession. The use of student performance data across
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four performance indicators (collected and scored by the teachers) is an innovative
way to assess program effectiveness in physical education that seems to work.
The long-term effects of this assessment program have yet to be identified.
What will happen to LPS? Will they continue to change and grow toward the
characteristics of HPS? Action toward LPS, whether providing help or levying
sanctions is the responsibility of the SDE or of local school boards and administra-
tors who received the reports. Scores were not reported publicly for this data col-
lection but were reported to the SDE and the administrators of the participating
schools. At this time, it is unknown how local administrators have reacted to low
school performance scores or to teacher scores of zero, resulting from either non-
compliance or non-competence, on the physical education assessment.
The long-term effect of SCPEAP is clearer for HPS than it is for LPS.
Rosenholtz (1989) suggested that successful student learning and administrative
support in effective schools will help to keep teachers motivated and encourage
continued experimentation with new techniques. We also can conclude that SCPEAP
is committed to not just be an assessment program but a teacher development
program as well. Therefore the outlook for HPS is bright.
The lengthy time frame to reform initiatives often makes it problematic to
identify specific influential factors. In this study, many physical education pro-
grams did not change until the statewide accountability system was in place, thus
making it easier to identify school, teacher, student characteristics, teacher behav-
iors, and other factors that facilitated and inhibited reform in physical education.
Linking performance to these characteristics in physical education is a major con-
tribution of this study.
Lawson (1998) concluded that “multiple benefits” would result if changes,
through reform efforts could be made to physical education programs. Lawson
was referring to benefits for students. SCPEAP increased program and teacher
emphases on student learning by focusing on all four-performance indicators as
contributors to the development of a physically active lifestyle. The ability of high
performing physical education departments to purposefully link the performance
indicators together to provide meaningful experiences for their students is an im-
pressive by-product of SCPEAP. Perhaps benefits such as increased emphasis on
health-related fitness and the requirement of participation in outside of physical
education physical activity will impact students’ lives beyond their physical edu-
cation experiences. The long- term effects of these program innovations will not
be evident for several years.
Characteristics of High and Low Performing
Physical Education Programs
Some teachers and physical education departments were better able than
others to help students meet the performance indicators. High performing physical
education programs look different than low performing physical education pro-
grams, similar to how effective schools often look unique (Rosenholtz, 1989).
Most of the factors differentiating HPS and LPS in this study have been identified
before in the literature (Fleming, 1998; Rink, 1993; Wirszyla, 2002). Confirma-
tion of the relationship of these factors to performance is a contribution of this
study. Teachers, departments and schools had different characteristics in high and
low performing physical education programs.
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Teachers Matter
The individual efforts of teachers matter in physical education performance.
Teachers at HPS can express why students performed well on the performance
indicators because their actions are purposeful attempts to attain student compe-
tence. Instruction was conducted with the intent of student learning. Teachers at
HPS were more reflective and had self-assessed their own teaching and programs
before state level accountability. These teachers behaved differently than teachers
at LPS, making change prior to accountability.
The findings about high performing teachers seem to be common sense.
These teachers emphasized student learning, had high expectations, balanced teach-
ing and coaching responsibilities, used a variety of strategies to meet the students’
needs, and assessed and monitored student work. The multidimensionality of teach-
ing makes these characteristics more complex.
Teacher expectations. Teachers may not have an understanding of appro-
priate expectations for secondary physical education students. Standards help teach-
ers identify and, in many cases, raise expectations of students. The literature has
identified high teacher expectations as a characteristic of both HPS (Levine &
Lezotte, 1990) and LPS (Teddlie & Reynolds, 2000). Teachers at HPS in this study
were more likely to have high expectations for students. High teacher expectations
resulted in an increased level of student accountability and ultimately an increased
level of student learning.
The public awareness associated with state level assessment places pressure
on schools and teachers to get students to perform. One of the negative aspects of
state level assessment is the reality that many teachers will abandon a more appro-
priate curriculum and teaching to the test, which results in a narrowing of curricu-
lum. As described in chapter 1 the intent of SCPEAP policy makers was to expand
physical activity and activity choices for students not to encourage elimination.
The curriculums of the schools in this study were not narrowed but expanded. For
this first data collection, schools did not choose to be assessed on activities they
perceived to be easier to get students to a competent level. The long-term effects of
the “test” have yet to be identified.
Teaching and coaching responsibilities. Certainly the teaching-coaching
role conflict in high school physical education is well documented (Fleming, 1998;
Rink, 1992; Wirszyla, 2002) as some teacher-coaches overemphasize the impor-
tance of coaching. One of the most unexpected findings of this study was related
to the performance of teacher-coaches at HPS. At HPS, teacher-coaches in this
study taught and assessed activities that they coached and used their coaching
knowledge to their advantage. They balanced the responsibilities of teaching and
coaching, by taking equal pride in both the physical education program and their
coaching.
The initial study of the South Carolina physical education reform effort iden-
tified the teacher coach role conflict as a major inhibitor to change in schools
(Wirszyla, 2002). The change from 1998 when Wirszyla did his work to 2001 may
be related to the implementation of accountability. Coaches were no longer being
held accountable for only what they did in their coaching roles but what they did in
their teaching roles as well. Perhaps HPS already believed that they had a good
program and wanted to prove it to everyone else. These findings need further in-
vestigation to perhaps discover the reasons why these teacher-coaches at HPS are
better able to balance their responsibilities to both teaching and coaching.
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Cohesive Relationships
This research details the importance of positive relationships both within
and outside of the physical education departments (Lawson, 1998); the question is
how do we create more physical education programs that look like the high per-
formers in this study? Human relationships are part of workplace conditions. No
job, even one we love, is without some negative interactions. Locke (1992) sug-
gested that the removal of barriers was important to providing quality secondary
physical education programs. Teachers at LPS in this study did not necessarily
lack resources, planning time, or teacher development. With few exceptions (see
chapter 2) class sizes were reasonable for all schools and there were few indica-
tions that resources were an issue for the schools. LPS did however lack in depart-
ment cohesion, as unmotivated teachers inhibited collaboration. Unlike, LPS, HPS
had established positive relationships through frequent communication, common
goals, and helpful teamwork. It remains to be seen whether continued accountabil-
ity for school and teacher performance will create enough incentive for teachers in
LPS to find ways to work productively with each other.
The great conversation. Shulman (1986) described the dialogue regarding
research on teaching as the great conversation suggesting that communication
among researchers was important to gain an understanding of teaching. SCPEAP
has opened the lines of communication between teachers, administrators, parents,
and students regarding what should be expected of students in physical education.
In this case, the expectations are expressed as standards and the responsibility is
placed on the schools for their attainment.
As identified by these data and by Fullan (1991), long-standing, strong com-
municating departments that had a shared meaning (common understanding or
vision) were most successful. Development of a shared meaning (Fullan, 1991) of
the intent of the change among department members has been considered a facili-
tator in the change process. Those departments that behave collaboratively create
dialogue that often leads to higher levels of implementation and longer lasting
change (Foster, 1991). When people work together, believe in change, and are
supported by the school climate, change may evolve to impact the students. This
research suggests that lack of expectation and accountability for teachers may be a
significant factor related to the dysfunction of high school departments of physical
education.
Conversation between physical education teachers has always existed.
SCPEAP changed the content of that dialogue, from sports scores and coaching to
such topics as how to help students become competent in the standards, curricu-
lum, instruction, and assessment. For many schools it took the presence of ac-
countability for that dialogue to take place. As a profession, physical education
has never had a shared meaning, yet high performers in this study clearly estab-
lished a shared meaning that was facilitated by the establishment of state standards
and performance indicators. Teachers expressed having a better sense of what a
student should be able to do when they exit physical education programs. Depart-
ments that identified and collaborated on a common vision had greater percent-
ages of competent students.
Administrative attitudes toward physical education are influential with re-
gard to the marginalization of subject areas within the school program. What prin-
cipals expect of teachers and students and the communication of and support of
those expectations, are vital to school climate. All teachers in this study believed
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that they had the support of their administration, but was that really support? Did
teachers at LPS just believe that they had the support of the principal because the
principal left them alone, taking a “hands off” approach to management? At HPS
teachers used words like “mutual respect,” “equal with other subjects areas,” or
“an important part of the curriculum,” to describe what physical education meant
at their school. Administrative support was not merely supporting department policy,
providing sufficient funds, planning time, and equipment. Administrative support
at HPS was accompanied by expectation. These high performing teachers will-
ingly accepted their responsibilities in exchange for dispelling marginalization is-
sues. Teachers hinted that respect was earned through their program success, not
simply available through unequivocal administrative support.
Teachers at HPS had a better awareness of potential issues, which could
become inhibitors. This awareness went hand-in-hand with a positive relationship
with administration, as some issues could be resolved through proactive planning.
Unfortunately, for some LPS it is a harsh reality that many barriers exist for the
schools, teachers, and students. In these cases, sanctions levied for poor perfor-
mance are not the answer. Several schools of the sixty-two schools overcame poor
school climates to succeed. Future research needs to look to them for answers.
Purposeful Programming
to Meet the Performance Indicators
Curriculum implications. This study did not examine the curriculums of
LPS and HPS. That study needs to be done to identify more specifically how effec-
tive schools packaged the one year high school required course to meet the needs
of their students and to score well in the assessment program. It is possible that
programs will narrow their offerings, particularly for PI-1 (movement competence)
to offer only those activities perceived to be easier for students. Presently, the
teachers did not eliminate activities because they were too difficult for the stu-
dents. The curriculum changes identified by the schools in this study could be
considered positive ones. Schools offered students more and different kinds of
activities (e.g., many included dance for the first time), longer units and a choice
of the activity they wanted to study. Teachers ordered textbooks and used them to
teach the cognitive content. They worked with students to develop personal fitness
programs and the more competent programs were able to integrate all of the per-
formance indicators.
HPS allowed students to select a package of activities representing two dif-
ferent movement forms. The use of student choice helped with motivation, student
compliance, and accountability. Student choice contributed to a higher level of
student performance and minimized student compliance issues. Student choice
also led to ability and gender grouping. Students tended to choose the activities in
which they had both interest and ability. It is unclear whether this form of selected
homogenous grouping is good or bad for physical education (Arobogast & Lavay,
1987; Chambers, 1988; Kneer, 1982; Napper-Owen, Kovar, Ermler, & Mehrhof,
1999).
Linking performance indicators. Departments with this vision were able
to align curriculum with the performance indicators and link the indicators to-
gether, resulting in meaningful activities for students. Unlike PI-1 (movement com-
petence) and PI-2 (cognitive fitness), PI-3 (outside activity) took place beyond the
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walls of the classroom. Teachers sensed that lack of control and were uncomfort-
able being responsible for student behavior outside of the classroom. Teachers
across the performance indicators in this study had the least support for this indi-
cator, and yet if physical educators are serious about developing a physically ac-
tive lifestyle it is perhaps the most important. Teachers used grades to motivate
students to participate, monitored progress with exercise logs, brainstormed com-
munity activities, and contacted parents and coaches to help the students. Teachers
at LPS provided additional activities for students in open gyms, intramurals, or
walking programs. Teachers at LPS believed they would need to provide opportu-
nities to be physically active in order for the students to be successful.
Implications
The initial results of the South Carolina Physical Education Assessment Pro-
gram have produced positive effects on secondary physical education programs
and students enrolled in those courses. For many schools it took teacher develop-
ment and the presence of accountability to make that change. Student performance
scores have provided new insight into how secondary physical education programs
effectively function, raising many questions for further investigation. For example,
how can cohesive, effective communicating departments be created and main-
tained?
Marginalization within schools remains a pivotal factor in how students per-
form within physical education programs. How and why did some administrators
reduce marginalization, minimize inhibitors, and establish clear teacher roles, while
others did not? How do administrators perceive a state level physical education
assessment program? Upon receiving the overall performance scores for their school
how did administrators respond, with regard to accountability? The role of admin-
istration in physical education effectiveness is important, but further study must be
done to describe why some administrators are successful, while others were not.
The role of the teacher was influential in student performance. Those teach-
ers who had high expectations, were enthusiastic, purposefully linked performance
indicators, monitored progress, and balanced their teaching and coaching roles
had more successful students than those that did not. Questions arise as to how
best prepare preservice teachers to exhibit these characteristics and practices.
Teacher education programs need to graduate effective communicators who un-
derstand best practice and standards based education, possess the ability to iden-
tify potential inhibitors, and advocate for their programs.
